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Abstract. Content and language integrated learning (CLIL) is not an unknown term. In 
Slovakia, many schools communicate they apply CLIL methodology; however, there are 
numerous studies that are sceptical about CLIL application. The most significant problem 
defined by CLIL teachers is the lack of appropriate materials that follow dual aims. Based on 
this feedback the development of CLIL materials became a part of pre-service teachers’ 
methodology courses. The present study aimed to explore the attitudes of the pre-service 
teachers towards the possible application of the content and language integrated learning in 
their teaching. Questionnaires and pre-service teachers’ portfolios provided data from 
63 participants. The study also presents the results of discussions on the problems faced by 
students, the attitudes of student teachers towards material evaluation and development, 
planning CLIL lessons and the analysis of the questionnaire focussing on students’ attitudes 
towards CLIL application. Data suggest that even though pre-service teachers are positive 
about CLIL application and are interested in doing CLIL lessons they do not feel confident 
especially in evaluating the outcomes of CLIL lessons and creating materials for CLIL lessons. 
Finally, the author summarises the pedagogical implications to pre-service teachers study 
programmes as well as recommendations for teaching practice. 
Keywords: content and language integrated learning, developing materials, feedback, Likert 
scale, qualitative study. 
 
Introduction 
 
Content and language integrated learning (CLIL) is not a new term. It is, 
however, probably still more discussed than applied even though the existing 
body of research on CLIL suggests there are different benefits of CLIL observed 
(e.g. learners’ thinking and content learning (Jäppinen, 2005; Cañado, 2018; 
Quazizi, 2016; Chostelidou & Griva, 2014), pluriliteracy (Isidro & Lasagabaster, 
2018), vocabulary acquisition (Alsonso, 2015), developing reading skills 
(Chostelidou & Griva, 2014), oral communication skills (Agudo, 2019), creating 
a highly motivational atmosphere (Quazizi, 2016)).  
Besides the positive effects mentioned above, we have to state there are 
studies bringing also contradictory empirical evidence (Piesche, Jonkmann, 
Fiege, & Keßler, 2016; Bruton, 2013). CLIL teachers often mention they do not 
feel confident in language use and/or subject content. They (both, language and 
subject teachers)  also claim  there is a  lack of CLIL  materials  (communicating 
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content at adequate language proficiency). The international research realised in 
4 countries (Italy, Portugal, Romania and Poland) also identifies the lack of CLIL 
designed materials as the main critical aspect (C4C – CLIL for Children, 2016). 
L. Vilkanciné & I. Rozgiené based on their research experience claim that 
„despite the fact that teachers are critical about their linguistic competences, they 
appreciate CLIL as an opportunity to both develop their linguistic competences 
and enhance professionalism in the content area“. 
Using CLIL means “reconceptualization of language from language learning 
per se towards an integrated model which actively involves the learner in using 
and developing language of learning, language for learning and language through 
learning” (Coyle, 2007, p. 545). 
In case schools want to apply CLIL they need teachers who understand the 
principles of CLIL and are ready to cooperate, collaborate and to create the 
material that reflects the dual aims reflecting the students’ needs. The present 
study addresses the question of the attitudes of the pre-service teachers towards 
the possible application of the content and language integrated learning in their 
teaching. The study seeks to obtain data which will help to address the problems 
defined by the pre-service teachers in the curriculum innovation. The data are 
collected (1) from the students’ portfolios tracking their attitudes 4 times during 
the study, (2) questionnaire and (3) discussions with students. 
 
Content and language integrated learning  
 
The term content and language integrated learning (abbr. CLIL) was and is 
understood very broadly and has been developed and evolved during time. Some 
researchers and practitioners perceived it as a synonym to bilingual education, 
other as a result of integrated language teaching, content-based instruction 
(see e.g. Zarobe & Cenoz, 2018; Canado, 2016). Probably, it is mostly defined as 
an umbrella term for both, learning the content subject through the medium of a 
foreign language and learning a foreign language by learning a content-based 
subject. S. Darn (2006) states that “The evolution of CLIL involves precedents 
such as immersion programmes (North America), education through a minority 
or a national language (Spain, Wales, France), and many variations on education 
through a “foreign” language”.  
P. Mehisto (2012) defines CLIL as “a dual-focused teaching and learning 
approach in which the L1 (first language) and an additional language or two are 
used for promoting both content mastery and language acquisition to pre-defined 
levels“. D. Coyle et al. (2010, p. 4) describe CLIL as „an approach which is neither 
language learning nor subject learning, but an amalgam of both and is linked to 
the processes of convergence. Convergence involves the fusion of elements which 
may have been previously fragmented, such as subjects in the curriculum”. It is 
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important to realise the “symbiosis” of the two as one of the ways to make 
language learning meaningful, to let students use language and not only to learn 
a language. D. Marsh & M. Frigols-Martín stress that „CLIL does not necessarily 
correlate with the maximum exposure hypothesis (the more you have the better 
you become)”. 
Frequently, learners, teachers, parents decision makers raise the question 
what the aim of CLIL application is and they expect to receive a straight and clear 
answer. This is, however not so simple. David Marsh in an interview for 
IH Journal of education and development (Scott, 2009, p.5) claims “The aims 
depend on the model used. These may be subtle, as in helping youngsters 
understand the point of learning a language and developing in the youngsters a 
positive ‘can do’ attitude towards themselves as language learners”. Concerning 
the main advantages he highlights the “positive attitude changes in learners 
towards learning a language, and towards themselves as language learners”. 
Here it is important to say that due to a broad definition there are various 
models bringing different results. M. Canado (2016, p.14) discusses the 
controversy in CLIL implementation and suggests that “criticism has recently 
been leveled at CLIL due to the plethora of models or variants which can be 
identified within it” what is partly the result of a broad definition. 
Speaking about the Slovak context, CLIL is generally positively perceived, 
but still mostly applied by individuals. Based on her research S. Pokrivčáková 
(2013) states that teachers express concerns about (1) how to prepare 
CLIL classes, (2) how to make it compatible with both subject and language aims 
and standards, (3) what to assess. She also observed that teachers defined (4) lack 
of suitable CLIL materials and (5) the struggle to find a balance between language 
and content objectives as the week aspects of CLIL application. 
 
(Content and language integrated learning) Material development 
 
English as a foreign language (EFL) is taught worldwide as a lingua franca. 
This results in a rich and varied market with textbooks and thus teachers can 
choose the textbook to meet students’ needs, teacher’s requirements, aim and 
methods. We are really ‘privileged’ compared to other academic subject where 
usually no more than two or three titles are offered if not less. What more, the 
EFL textbooks are, as a rule, accompanied not only with a workbook and teacher’s 
guide, but teachers can use supplementary materials as audio/video recordings, 
dictionaries, test booklets, IWB materials, special handouts, digital content with 
interactive activities, dyslexia-friendly materials, portfolios that allow to build 
learner autonomy, flashcards, posters etc. The textbooks cover global issues, 
cross-curricular topics, CLIL parts and still there are teachers who feel the need 
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to create their own materials, to “tailor” them to the learners’ needs from various 
reasons.  
P. Mehisto (2012, p.16) stresses that “Quality learning materials do more 
than just communicate information. They promote critical and creative thought, 
discussion and learner autonomy”. S. Ranjit (2000) suggests the following steps 
to develop learning material (1) Identification of problem and need, (2) Analysis 
of the problem (Resistance pattern, Identification of need and motivating factors, 
Persuasion tactics), (3) Objective setting, (4) Selection of the topics, (5) Format 
selection, (6) Content arrangement, (7) Editing, (8) Testing and (9) Revision. 
B. Tomlinson (2010) focusing on foreign language teaching specifically and 
discussing developing language learning materials enumerates the following 
principles of material development: 
1. Provide many opportunities for the learners to produce language in 
order to achieve intended outcomes. 
2. Make sure that these output activities are designed so that the learners 
are using language rather than just practising specified features of it. 
3. Design output activities so that they help learners to develop their 
ability to communicate fluently, accurately, appropriately and 
effectively. 
Majority of teachers create their own materials, at least from time to time, 
and have experience how to structure and organise it, how to make it meaningful 
and practical at the same time. Creating CLIL materials is for many teachers a 
new issue. This is also true about novice teachers and pre-service teachers who 
have no or just little experience with material development. 
P. Mehisto (2012, pp.17-25) enumerates 10 criteria of quality CLIL 
materials: (1) make the learning intentions (language, content, learning skills) & 
process visible to students, (2) systematically foster academic language 
proficiency, (3) foster learning skills development and learner autonomy, 
(4) include self, peer and other types of formative assessment, (5) help create a 
safe learning environment, (6) foster cooperative learning, (7), seek ways of 
incorporating authentic language and authentic language use, (8) foster critical 
thinking, (9) foster cognitive fluency through scaffolding of a) content, 
b) language, c) learning skills development helping student to reach well beyond 
what they could do on their own, (10) help to make learning meaningful. 
What more CLIL material designer has to consider the “second” content 
subject aim. This is not an easy task and creating and piloting materials can be 
very demanding. 
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Teacher-training and content and language integrated  
learning in Slovakia 
 
Even though there have been published studies and reports on 
CLIL materials in Slovakia (e.g. Pokrivčáková, 2015; Pokrivčáková, 
Menzlová, & Farkašová, 2015; Sepešiová, 2015; Straková, 2015) there is still lack 
of materials, need to prepare own materials. What more, concerning teacher 
preparation CLIL is a subjects of foreign language teacher preparation (mainly 
EFL teachers) and rarely if ever the subject of subject content teachers. In 
Slovakia, most teacher training programmes are studied in combination, they are 
double major programmes and thus majority of students are being prepared for 
teaching 2 subjects at secondary level. To my knowledge, there is no Slovak 
university besides the University in Presov that would introduce CLIL as a 
compulsory subject for pre-service teachers. It is a topic covered within the 
methodology syllabus and there are several universities offering CLIL course as 
a compulsory-optional subject. 
Double major pre-service English language teachers studying at the 
University of Presov can sign for compulsory-optional CLIL course. We observe 
an increasing interest in the subject. CLIL is a compulsory subject for TEFL single 
major students. Every year there are approx. sixty EFL (teacher training study 
programmes) single and double major graduates. They all pass three compulsory 
methodology courses, 10 weeks teaching practice and they can sign for different 
methodology oriented courses. During their masters study they work with 
European Portfolio for Student Teachers of Languages (EPOSTL) that is not only 
a self-reflection tool but an important source of feedback for the methodology 
teacher. Students reflect on their skills, competencies, attitudes 4 times during 
their study (before their teaching practice I, after teaching practice I, after teaching 
practice II, after teaching practice III). This allows students and teachers to follow 
their progress and set the new aims. I select 8 descriptors from EPOSTL to present 
the changing attitudes of student-teachers. The descriptors deals with evaluation 
of materials, selecting materials, designing materials and CLIL. Students express 
their attitude on scale 1-100 (usually they use numbers in tens or fives – what 
leads us to consideration to change the scale to 1-10). Figure 1 displays the results 
obtained from the analysis of the selected items from 63 portfolios of 20-25 years 
old TEFL students (see figure 1, table 1) and the numbers are average values of 
the students measured 4 times in the periods stated above. 
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Figure1 Attitudes of student teachers towards material evaluation, selection and content 
and language integrated learning 
 
Table 1 Legend to the figure 1 
 
Graph 
item 
no 
EPOSTL descriptor Knowing 
proficiency 
levels/critical 
thinking 
Creativity 
expected 
1 I can evaluate and select a variety of materials to stimulate 
speaking activities. 
yes  
2 I can evaluate and select a variety of materials to stimulate 
writing. 
yes  
3 I can evaluate and select a variety of texts, source 
materials and activities which awaken learners’ interest in 
and help them to develop their knowledge and 
understanding of their own and the other language culture. 
yes  
4 I can locate and select listening and reading materials 
appropriate for the needs of my learners from a variety of 
sources, such as literature, mass media and the Internet. 
yes  
5 I can design learning materials and activities appropriate 
for my learners. 
yes yes 
6 I can guide learners to produce materials for themselves 
and for other learners. 
yes yes 
7 I can design ICT materials and activities appropriate for 
my learners. 
yes yes 
8 I can plan to teach elements of other subjects using the 
target language (cross- curricular, CLIL etc.). 
yes yes 
 
As it can be seen from the figure 1 students underestimate or overestimate 
(see items no 3, 5 and 6) their abilities before teaching practice, what is a natural 
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phenomenon. The graph shows they are relatively confident in locating and 
selecting materials (e.g. on internet, see item no 4) but on the other hand they feel 
less confident in designing their own material (see items no 5-7), especially using 
internet (item no 7). Selected group of students are TP I sign for the course Using 
ICT in TEFL and this might have influenced the results after TP II and 
subsequently. 
Concerning CLIL issue (item no 8) we divided the group into single (English 
only) and double major students. We expected that double major students would 
feel more confident compared to single major students but results proved the 
opposite (see figure 2). 
 
 
 
Figure 2 Comparison of the attitudes of single and double major students towards content 
and language integrated learning lesson planning 
 
We have already mentioned that the single major students pass the CLIL 
course as a compulsory part of their study programme. This might be one of the 
reasons why they feel more confident in planning CLIL lesson compared to their 
double major mates.  
As this result was surprising we asked the learners to fill in the questionnaire 
on their attitudes towards CLIL application. The 5-point Likert scale (strongly 
agree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree, strongly agree) was used and 
we split the group of 63 respondents into 2 subgroups (10 single majors (SM) and 
53 double majors (DM)). 
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Table 2 Questionnaire results 
 
 Mean 
(median) 
Total 
Mean  
(median) 
SM 
Mean 
(median) 
DM 
CLIL has positive benefits on subject content 
learning. 
3,88 (4) 4,00 (4) 3,86 (5) 
CLIL has positive benefits on language learning. 3,09 (3) 3,30 (3) 3,05 (3) 
CLIL can be applied in groups of young learners. 3,45 (3) 3,90 (4) 3,38 (3) 
The teacher does not need to be proficient in English. 3,00 (3) 3,20 (2,5) 2,96 (3) 
The teacher does not need to be a specialist in subject 
content. 
3,24 (3) 3,00 (3) 3,29 (3) 
I am interested in realising CLIL lessons. 4,09 (4) 4,20 (4) 4,07 (4) 
I can design CLIL lessons. 2,35 (2) 2,70 (3) 2,29 (2) 
I can prepare materials for CLIL lesson. 2,89 (2) 2,30 (2) 3,00 (2) 
I can evaluate the outcomes of the CLIL lessons. 1,83 (2) 1,90 (2) 1,82 (2) 
 
 
 
Figure 3 Questionnaire of student teachers’ attitudes to content and language integrated 
learning 
 
As it can be seen from the table 2, students believe in benefits of CLIL, 
mainly in subject learning and they are positively oriented towards CLIL lessons 
and would like to realise CLIL lessons. On the other hand, they are not persuaded 
about their abilities to design CLIL lessons (2,35), to prepare CLIL materials 
(2,89) and to asses students (1,82). It would be interesting to discuss the same 
issues with the teachers in practice who already have experience with CLIL. In all 
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questions but one (about the CLIL materials preparation) single major students 
were more confident, what can be explained by the fact they all passed the course 
on CLIL. On the other hand, even though they passed the course they fee no 
confidence in designing CLIL lessons and creating materials as well as assessing 
students. To make the results more transparent data are displayed in the figure 3. 
 
Conclusion 
 
There are many factors affecting the success of (language) teaching and 
learning. Students and their motivation, teacher, methods, materials, etc. 
Universities have big power to prepare good teachers who not only teach 
(a textbook) but are creative enough to create own materials to tailor them to meet 
the learners’ needs, cooperative enough to work with colleagues on planning 
CLIL lessons and preparing material that fit the set aims. Universities should be 
ready to address the needs of practice, needs of students and if possible to 
influence students attitudes. Data indicated that even though pre-service teachers 
are positive about CLIL application and are interested in realising CLIL lessons 
they do not feel confident especially in evaluating the outcomes of CLIL lessons 
and creating materials for CLIL lessons. Interestingly, data suggest that pre-
service teachers are less confident in the tasks that require creativity. 
There are serious limitations of the study; firstly the group was not consistent 
(there were students who passed the course on CLIL compulsory course, there 
was a group of students who passed the course on CLIL as a compulsory-optional 
course and there was a group of students who did not attend the course. What 
more, they have no or very short experience with CLIL application. 
If there is a decision to apply CLIL top-down systematically, the universities 
have to include CLIL methodology into their curricula. This, however, should 
become a part of not only language teaching curricula but also content subject 
curricula. 
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